, and we urge him to refine the CDS by adding dimension-specific items and revising double-barreled items.
(1991) included 10 serious criticisms of their methods and conclusions regarding the dimensionality of the Career Decision Scale (CDS). Although the quantity of the Laplante, Coallier, Sabourin, and Martin (1994) response was not bad (i.e., they attempted to address 7 of the 10 criticisms), the quality of their response was disappointing because it confused fact with fiction, and included a wealth of extraneous and irrelevant material. Nothing in their response convinced (or even tempted) us to retract any of our original criticisms. Most importantly, the equivalence of their French version of the CDS with the English version was still not demonstrated, our four-factor model was still not disconfirmed, and their model testing procedures remain suspect (e.g., for some undisclosed reason, Laplante et al. (1994) and Martin et al. (1991) are at odds as to whether they accepted their one-factor model). Based on our findings (as well as those of Martin et al. [1991] &mdash; despite their conclusions, their findings support our model), the fact remains that our four-factor model provided the best fit among the several models tested, indicating firm support for the multidimensionality of the CDS. We found ourselves in substantial agreement with Osipow (1994) , and we urge him to refine the CDS by adding dimension-specific items and revising double-barreled items.
We appreciated the response of Laplante, Coallier, Sabourin, and Martin (1994) and the comments of Osipow (1994) regarding the dimensionality of the Career Decision Scale (CDS; Osipow, 1987; Osipow, Carney, Winer, Yanico, & Koschier, 1976 ). While we may not all be of one mind on the We wish to thank Rainer Silbereisen for helpful comments regarding this manuscript.
various issues involved, we certainly all share a common mission to understand the origins, processes, and consequences of career indecision among adolescents and adults. Our rejoinder is cast with this common mission in mind, and offered in the spirit of scholarly criticism and debate.
Our critique of Martin, Sabourin, Laplante, and Coallier (1991) (Shimizu, Vondracek, & Schulenberg, 1994) included several severe and specific criticisms of their methodology and ultimately of their conclusions about the multidimensionality of the CDS. For the purposes of scientific advancement and intellectual exchange, we were awaiting with interest their response to our criticisms. Unfortunately, their response 
Convergence
The comments of Osipow (1994) , senior author of the CDS (Osipow, 1987; Osipow et al., 1976) . The point here is that very little of our disagreement with Martin et al. (1991) over the dimensionality of the CDS can be attributed to differences in &dquo;subjective judgments.&dquo; ' 
Clarification
In regard to Osipow's (1994) (Shimizu et al., 1994, p. 8 Revise the CDS Our response to the question Osipow (1994) posed in his title regarding the CDS, &dquo;How Good Does it Have to be?&dquo; is that it could be better in two respects (see also Slaney, 1988 , Vondracek, Hostetler, Schulenberg, Shimizu, 1990 . First, as Osipow (1994) suggests, the CDS is in need of more items. To the extent that empirical support continues to mount for the existence of four sub-scales (e.g., Chartrand & Robbins, 1990; also Martin et al., 1991-contrary (Damerin, 1981) , we believe strongly that the elimination of double-barreled items would make the CDS a better instrument.
Accomplishing these revisions would not necessarily render findings and norms based on the current version obsolete, as Osipow (1994, pp. 15-18) (Shimizu et al., 1994) (e.g., see Schulenberg et al., 1988) , it was not possible to directly statistically compare the three models, and thus model comparisons were based on the absolute fit of the models to the data. Their tests of these three models (as well as their 12-item unidimensional model) revealed that the four-factor model provided the best fit to the data based on the criteria they presented. Nevertheless, Martin et al. (1991) rejected the four-factor model in favor of their 12-item unidimensional model. We criticized them for their lapse in judgment and in an exact replication of their models using our data, we again demonstrated that the four-factor model provided the best fit to the data (Shimizu et al., 1994 (Wheaton, 1988, p. 201 Winer, 1992 , for a review of the history of the CDS). We indicated that the better judge of the dimensionality of the CDS is current empirical evidence, the preponderance of which (including Martin et al., 1991) (1991) concluded that the unidimensional model is an acceptable model, and is preferred over the multidimensional model. We make a point in our critique (Shimizu et al., 1994) of disagreeing with their conclusion because the fit indices they presented indicated that the multidimensional model fit better than the unidimensional model. &dquo;No&dquo; In their response to us, Laplante et al. (1994) Laplante et al., 1994, indicated) . This is an important difference, for not only does this constitute correct procedure given the LISREL algorithms (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988 , it is an essential procedure when comparing two or more groups that may differ in observed or latent construct variances (see Schulenberg et al., 1988 , for additional discussion). Indeed, the questionable decision by Martin et al. (1991) (1994) indicated that we suggested that they leave their factor intercorrelation matrix unconstrained in their attempt to find one higher-order factor. This is fiction. The fact is that we suggested &dquo;perhaps there exist more than one higher-order factor&dquo; (Shimizu et al., 1994, p. 
Conclusions
We want to emphasize that any consumer of the interchanges in this issue ofJCA would likely find it useful to read the original articles, and judge the issues according to the data presented and the soundness of the various conceptual and methodological perspectives that have been developed regarding the dimensionality of the CDS. Based on our findings, as well as those of Martin et al. (1991) , we remain satisfied that our four-factor model provides the best fit among the models tested. We will maintain this position until new research, employing appropriate samples and appropriate methodology, persuades us to revise our position. It is important, however, to keep in mind that our work has focused on only a narrow aspect of career indecision, namely the factor structure of the CDS among adolescents. Future studies should consider the possibility that the dimensionality of the CDS is given to developmental variation (e.g., see Schulenberg et al., 1988 Savickas & Jarjoura, 1991 , for an extensive discussion of this issue). Of course, we emphasize the need for a revised CDS.
Our increased understanding of career indecision also requires the incorporation of these measurement concerns into conceptual and practical considerations. One area that deserves more attention is the integration of empirical research and current theoretical formulations of career decision-making and indecision (e.g., Gati, 1986; Harren, 1979) . Also requiring further attention is the area of clinical and counseling applications. For example, Callanan and Greenhaus (1992) and Vondracek (1993) (Krumboltz, 1992 
